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Currently, Claims 1-33 are pending in this application. Claims 1-33 stand rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. §102 as allegedly anticipated by Yap et al. (U.S. Publication No. 
20030191713). The rejections of record are clearly erroneous and based on clear factual 
deficiencies. 

Claim 1 is not anticipated by Yap, and clear error has occurred in asserting otherwise. 
This deficiency has been described in detail in previous communications (see Responses dated 
July 19, 2007 and November 16, 2007). While avoiding merely repeating these earlier 
arguments. Applicant herein highlights various deficiencies in the rejection of Claim 1. 

The Advisory Action mailed January 9, 2008 states (Page 2, Paragraph 1) that Yap 
teaches (at FIG. 10; paragraphs 190-193; paragraphs 354 and 370) a reader device, a RST-Reset 
signal, and a CLK-Clock signal associated with the card. The Advisory Action further asserts 
that these elements provide a reset to the computer operation when certain conditions are not 
[sic] meet and a method that begins after a reset event, so that the claimed element of Yap's 
reference meets the claimed limitations. 
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These remarks mischaracterize the Yap reference, attribute features to Yap that are not 
actually present, and appear to be directed at features that Applicant is not claiming. 

First, Applicant is not claiming "providing a reset to the computer operation when 
certain conditions" are met or not met. Claim 1 recites, inter alia, "determining whether the 
first type of event is a type of event that occurs when a reset command is sent to a Smart Card- 
accessing device". 

Next, it is unclear what portion of Yap supports the assertion within the Advisory 
Action of a "method that begins after a reset event". Applicant notes that Yap's Paragraph 370 
discusses a reset event. However, this event is only a reset of Yap's overall system, but not of 
any individual reader device 1, nor the RST-RESET pin within Yap's microcontroller 44. 

Further, Applicant does not dispute that Yap discloses a card reader device 1, and that 
the microcontroller 44 contained within Yap's card reader 1 has a reset pin attached thereto. 
Applicant also does not dispute that Yap's paragraphs [0177], [0192], [0223], [0225-0229], 
[0348-0359], [0370], [0373], [0561], [0716], and [0835] contain the word "reset" in some 
context. However, a common dictionary also contains the word "reset" in numerous contexts, 
yet a common dictionary would not be suitable for rejecting Claim 1 . More importantly, 
throughout the entire Yap reference and all of the above paragraphs, there is no discussion of an 
affirmative act of sending a reset to a specific, targeted card reader device 1 that is not received 
by other card reader devices. The section of Yap referred to in the Advisory Action RST-Reset 
signal within Yap's reader device 1 is never described as in use, or used, or any explanation 
given of its specific use. Without the affirmative event of a reset being sent, it then not possible 
to perform the step of determining whether the first type of event is a type of event that occurs 
when a reset command is sent to a Smart Card-accessing device, as claimed. 
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For convenient reference, Claim 1 is repeated in its entirety herein. Particular attention 

should be paid to the "method" nature of the claim. 

1. (original) A computer implemented method, comprising: 

exposing, to an application, an interface that comprises a first method; 

detecting a first invocation of the first method by the application, wherein the first 

invocation specifies a first Smart Card-accessing device, a first type of event, 

and a first function; and 
in response to detecting the first invocation of the first method, performing steps 

comprising: 

determining whether the first type of event is a type of event that occurs when a 
reset command is sent to a Smart Card-accessing device; and 

if the first type of event is a type of event that occurs when a reset command is 
sent to a Smart Card-accessing device, then starting a first mechanism 
that executes the first function each time that the first Smart Card- 
accessing device receives a reset command. 



The rejection of Claim 1 over Yap is one of numerous examples of rejecting a method 
claim using apparatus techniques. The rejection of Claim 1 over Yap ignores the sequence at 
which events occur, and selectively extracts and addresses only certain portions of Claim 1, 
while ignoring other portions. 

The Advisory Action also asserts (Page 3, Paragraph 2) that Yap teaches a read method 
2500 in (FIG. 25, paragraph 370) of the system 600 (FIG. 6) that includes a smart-card 
accessing device 10, an event and function (paragraph 106-107 and FIG. 8, paragraph 118). 
Therefore, these teachings of Yap's reference meet the claimed limitation of these claims. 

As stated. Applicant notes that Yap's Paragraph 370 discusses a reset event. However, 
this event is only a reset of Yap's overall system, but not of any individual reader device 1. The 
Examiner is misreading Claim 1 into saying the following "... each time that all Smart Card- 
accessing devices receive a reset command". However, that is not what Applicant is claiming. 
Instead, Applicant is claiming ". . . each time that the first Smart Card-accessing device 
receives a reset command" (emphasis added). There is a big difference between re-setting all 
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card readers, as in Yap, and re-setting some individual Smart Card-accessing devices but not 
others, as by Applicant. 

Regarding the purported "event and a function in paragraph 106-107 and FIG. 8, 
paragraph 118) asserted within the Advisory Action, it is true that paragraphs 106-107 contain 
the word function. However, that function is never described as being executed upon the 
starting of a first mechanism, nor any connection to a reset event. 

The Office Action also relies upon Yap's launchers 303 (Office Action, page 3, 
paragraph 3), to anticipate the claimed "starting a first mechanism". This assertion is 
respectfully traversed. The claimed "starting a first mechanism" is not anticipated by anything 
in Yap, and certainly not the launchers 303. This is at least partly because, as stated. Yap does 
not discuss the order and sequence in which various operations occur with respect to its reader 
device 1. Accordingly, even allowing arguendo for the analogy of launchers 303, Yap 
discloses no analogy for launching anything "each time" a reader device 1 does anything. 
Second, as stated. Yap's reader device 1 never "receives a reset command", thus Yap's reader 
device 1 can-not-ever "start[] a first mechanism . . . each time" it "receives a reset". Third, all 
Office Actions thus far have been silent as to what portion of Yap corresponds with the claimed 
"executes the first function each time". For at least the above reasons. Claim 1 is patentable 
over Yap under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). 

Like Claim 1, each of Claims 7, 15, and 21 also recites, among other features, "detecting 
a first invocation of the first method by the application, wherein the first invocation specifies a 
first Smart Card-accessing device, a first type of event, and a first function." Therefore, the 
Applicants respectfully submit that Claims 7, 15, and 21 are also patentable over Yap under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e). 
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Regarding Claims 27, 29, and 31, the Office Action at page 8, paragraph 2 asserts that 
various portions of these claims are anticipated by Yap's check card routine and method 2700 
for proceeding with a next step. This assertion is also respectfully traversed. 

Yap's check card routine is the same for all reader devices 1, and does not distinguish 
therebetween. Meanwhile, Claim 27 contains, inter alia, the following language: "directing 
detecting an invocation of the method by the application, wherein the invocation specifies a 
Smart Card-accessing device" (emphasis added). Because Yap does not distinguish between its 
various reader devices 1, it is not possible for Yap to perform this step. For at least the above 
reasons. Claims 27, 29, and 31, as well as all claims dependent therefrom, is patentable over 
Yap under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). 

Claim 33 recites, inter alia, first and second user sessions where each are associated 
with separate Smart Card-accessing devices. Claim 33 also recites numerous other features. 
Meanwhile, Yap does not disclose separate user sessions associated with separate reader 
devices 1, does not disclose user sessions at all, and thus certainly cannot anticipate Claim 33. 
For at least the above reasons, Claim 33 is patentable over Yap under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). 

Respectfully submitted, 

HICKMAN PALERMO TRUONG & BECKER LLP 

/ChristopherMTanner#4 1518/ 

Chris Tanner 
Reg. No. 41,518 

2055 Gateway Place, Suite 550 
San Jose, CA 95110 
Voice: (408) 414-1238 
Date: February 11, 2008 
Facsimile: (408) 414-1076 
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